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Critioism and evaluation is a vital part of teacher behavior in the

speech classroom. Every instructor must face the question posed by Holtzman

(1960, p.1): "What can I say (or write or do) that will result in this

student's improving his communicative ability?" This is a complex question

which is difficult, if not impossible, to answer at the present time. Teacher

behavior has generally been prescribed by inferences based on psychological

models of behavior change or by theory based on classroom experience.

Erickson (1970) indicated that research studies testing the effectiveness of

criticism and evaluation techniques are, for the most part, shallow and

inconclusive.

Sprague (1971) developed and used an observational schema whereby

critical comments can be described using the technique of content analysisi

Every criticism can be classified according to four dichotomies: (1) content.

delivery, (2) positive-negative, (3) personal-impersonal, and (4 )atomistic-

holistic. Operational definitions of these terms are included in Appendix A.

Sprague utilized these dichotomous classifications because of four basic areas

of controversy which she identified in the literature related to speech

criticism.

The first dichotomous classification was included because authorities

disagree about the relative emphasis that should be placed on content and

delivery in criticism. While Reid (1971) and Phillips (1970) argue that the

oritic should comment primarily on content, other vriters (McGraw, 1924;

Ulcer and Seabury, 1965; Dedmon, 1967) recommend a balance in critical

emphasis on content and delivery.
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The second olassification was utilized because a controversy exists in

the literature regarding the proportion of positive and negative comments

which shopld be included in criticism. Several theorists (Balcer and Seabury,

1965; Bostrom, 1961; Raid, 1971; Robinson and Kerikas, 1963) argue for a high

proportion of positive comments. Learning theory suggests, however, that it

is not a good practice to let undesirable behavior continue without comment

since, in effect, that behavior is being reinforced (Bugelski, 1964); and

there is some evidence that an excess of praise may have damaging psychological

effects (Farson, 1963; Gibb, 1961; Ginott, 1969).

The third dichotomy was included in the Sprague content analysis procedure

because of the basic controversy between the learning-based model of baltvior

change and the self model. Behaviorally oriented writers (Baker, 1967;

Bugelski, 1964; Kelly, 1965; Kibler, Barker, and Miles, 1970) maintain that

criticism should be as objective as possible and that a teacher's own affeotive

responses, attitudes, and values are inappropriate elements in the critical

process. Others (Moustakas, 1966; Phillips, 1970; Rogers, 1969; Seigel., 1956)

claim that affective responses may be essential to the establishment of an

authentic personal teacher-student relationship which is a prerequisite of

learning.

The fourth dichotomous classification was used Lecause some theorists

(Dedmon, 1967; Kelly, 1965) stress the importance of evaluating speoific

aspects of a speech performance while others (Balcer and Seabury, .1965; Weaver,

Borchers, alid Smith, 1952) emphasize that the teacher should always include a

comment about tho overall performance.

The positive-negative dichotomy is the only critique variable which has

been empirically investigated in terms of student response. While analyzing
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student recall of criticism, both Arnold (1964) and Albright (1967) found

that students recalled significantly more negative comments than positive

comments. Research by Bostrom (1961) indicated that negative or positive

criticism might have a corresponding effect on self concept as a communicator.

This does not indicate, however, that students have a negative reaction to

negative criticism. When Albright (1967) asked students to rate their personal

reaction to each comment received as either positive or negative, students

reacted positively to 57 percent of all comments that criticized their speeches

negatively.

Except for the above emphasis on positive and negative comments, empirical

studies of student response to criticism have tended to focus on all types of

criticism in general. Since student perceptions of helpfulness provide one

preliminary means by which to evaluate the theoretical controversy which under-

lies the Sprague content analysis technique, the first question under consider-

ation in this exploratory investigation was:

What specific twat; of criticism do students perceive as being
more helpful; i.e., content or delivery, positive or negative,
personal or impersonal, atomistio or holistic?

Instructors who see slow improvement or a lack of improvement in many

students have reason to doubt whether classroom criticism effects positive

improvement in the speaking ability of some students. Casual classroom

observation would tend to indicate that student responses to classroom

criticism vary in terms of individual characteristics. Student response,

however, has seldom been analyzed in light of individual student differences.

On the basis of theoretical evidence, Arnold hypothesized that students of high

academic aptitude would improve significantly more as a result of criticism

than students of low academic aptitude, When instructors criticized student

'
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speeches as they saw fit, Arnold found the direct opposite of his hypothesis

to be true; in fact, students of high academic aptitude actually regressed in

quality of performance when they were subjected to criticism.

Arnold's finding indicates the necessity of investigating other individual

student oharaoteristios, and self concept theory presents one area for

investigation. Brooks (1971) states that an individual's self concept affeots

the way he selects and processes communication. A student with a low self

concept is likely to be sensitive to criticism, over-responsive to praise,

hypercritical of himself, and pessimistic toward competition. On the other

hand, a student with a high self concept is likely to be confident of his

ability, to accept praise without embarrassment, and to look at criticism as

being beneficial, i.e., a chance to acknowledge weaknesses and set out to

change them. The self is conceptualized as multidimensional with different

self aspects affecting a person's behavior in different situations (Bergen,

1969). Since speech anxiety and exhibitionism are two aspects of self concept

which contribute to speaker confidence and may be considered salient in the

setting of classroom speech performance and criticism, the general question

under consideration in this exploratory investigation was:

Do student perceptions of helpfulness in different types
of criticism vary according to individual levels of speech
anxiety or exhibitionism? If so, how do they vary?

Recent findings indicate that sex variables influence classroom criticism

and student response. Albright (1967) found that female students generally

have better attitudes toward criticism than do male students. In addition,

Sprague (1971) found that both student and instructor sex were significantly

related to the types of criticism students actual4 received. Because sex

variables are related to research in this area, the third general question
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The 309 students who participated in this investigation Were enrolled in

twenty blase sections of dam 114 (Fundamentale of Speech CommUnicatton) at

Purdue University during the 'Spring semester of 1972. Ten of the oliseed were

taught by male ifistrudtordi ten by female inetrOtors, Under male instructors.

eighty students were male and seventy-atx were feMale, There were ninety 44100

and sixty -three females in the ten classes taught by female instructors,
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Subjects were administered a revised version of Oilkinsonte (1942)

'Personal Report ggsgild091 il a Sneaker (PROS) Since factor analytic

research by Friedrich (1970) indicates that the PROS is not unidimenstonall the

instrument was revised for use in this study. On the basis of Friedrichte

results, items were extracted from the PROS and subMitted to factor analysts

tieing the principal factor method with product moment correlations and normal

varimax rotation. Using the data Friedrioh oathered from 366 subjects at the

University of Kansas, items wore gradually d leted during four analyses. The

final instrument comprised tato eight item su scales meadiring Speech anxiety

and exhibitionism. The final factor analYsie of this instrument produced an

orthogonal solution of two eightAtem fasters, indicating subscals indepandenOeil

, 11Wohldt moment correlations were computed liatMlott total 009"0 on 00
eubeeales, the sixteen Item inetrupient, and the total r108 plyents*, so ml
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At the re 0.00i the 000014404 00049t00 *0001 f00190,10 WOO c$04

PROdi Widdes a cleaner 100.0tliameht 4 000 cer 06fitidence be64000 the
dimensions being measured are more clearly deo
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Persons who score high on the exhibitionism subscale take pride in their

speaking ability. They report that they face the prospect of making a speech

with complete confidence. They report feeling expansive and fluent while

speaking; ideas and words come to mind easily. On the other hand, persons who

score high on the anxiety subscale are reporting that they feel awkward when

making a speech. Before the speech, they become frightened and nervous.

During the speech, they lose the thread of their thinking, become confused,

jumble the speech, and become flustered when anything unexpected occurs. On

the basis of student response to this sixteen -item instrument, subjects in this

study were divided evenly into low, medium, and high levels of speech anxiety

and ekhibitionism.

The four dichotomous classifications utilized in the Sprague content

analysis procedure provide B basic labels for Afferent types of criticism. In

addition, the classifications can be combined in 24 two-way combinations (e.g.,

content- positive), 32 three-way combinations (e.g., delivery-impersonal-

atomistic), and 16 four-way combinations (e.g., content-negative-impersonal-

holistic). Since this approach provides 80 different ways in which to describe

different types of criticism, the procedure of obtaining responses in

hypothetical setting was necessary to insure that response to all types of

criticism would be obtained.

A collection of critical comments was developed which reflected all of the

dimensions of criticism equally. Three graduate students in speech education

compiled sixty statements for possible inclusion in a questionnaire. Using

Sprague's four dichotomies, .five graduate students with experience in teaching

speech coded each of these statements. On the basis of interjudge agreement,

32 comments were retained as a stimulus. Within this collection of critical
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oommenfiti teeth of thA eight elsealfillaticoo 4contetvb and delivery, positive and

negative, personal and impersonal, atomiStid and holiStio) Wed represented

sixteen times. It is posbible for the eight olissifidations to be combined in

sixteen different foUr-way combinations. Each of these pdseible OCatinations

Was represented twice in the iitimulUs. The critical domments utiliied are

listed as examples in Appendix A.

In a hypothetical situation,. subjects were asked to respond to each of the

critical coMments. They were to assume that they had just finished delivering

a five-minute speech in their class and that they received these comments from

their instructor, Since it is not likely that an instructor would give a

student all of these comments on one speech, subjects were asked to respond to

each comment individually. Assuming that they received the statement and

thought it to be an accurate assessment of their speech, they rated the

helpfulness of each comment by responding on a seven-point continuum. The ends

of the continuum were anchored by the terms "not helpful" and "very helpful."

Although the major limitation of this study was that subjects responded in

a hypothetical situation, each of the subjects had experienced speechmaking in

the classroom and had received criticism from his instructor. However,.

despite the fact that the instructicns for the questionnaire were carefully

designed to assist subjects in adapting to the hypothetical setting) the

possible inability of some students to adApt to that situation must be

acknowledged in' interpreting research findings.

Data Analysis

Several analysis of variance designs were used to test for significant

differences in perceived helpfulness ratings,.
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A 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design Within the general population Was used to

test for differences in helpfulness rating8 across the four diMeneions of

criticism.

A ;x2x2x2x2 design was employed to determine whether high, medium,

or low levels of speech anxiety in student6 are related to significant

differences in perceived helpfulness ratings for different types of criticism.

The same design was used to analyze the relationship between student levels of

exhibitionism and helpfulness ratings.

In order to determine whether student and instructor sex differences are

related to significant differences in perceived helpfulness' ratings, a six-.

factor, partially hierarchal design was used, In this design, the student sex

factor vas nested under instructor sex differences.

A seven-factor, partially hierarchal design was employed to analyze the

relationships between student and instructor sex variables, levels of student

speech anxiety, and differences in perceived helpfulness ratings. In this

design, the student sex factor was nested under the instructor sex factor, and

tho speech anxiety factor was nested under both student and instructor sex.

The same design was used to analyze student and instructor sex variables,

levels of student exhibitionism, and related differences in helpfulness ratings

for different types of criticism,

Th3 NewmAn-Keu3 s Sequential Range Test was employed when appropriate to

locate the significance found in each analysis of vEziance design,

Results

The questionnaire to which students responded contained two critical

comments representing each of the four-way coMbinations possible under the
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content analyeis teohnique. Perceived helpfulness ratings of the two oomments

representing each four -way combination were combined into one total rating.

Therefore, while students reepor.ded on a seven.point (male, the ratings used

for statietical analyeis had a possible range of two to fourteen. In order to

conserve spade, tables summariiing the results of all statistical testa

utilised in this study are not included here. Tables summarising the important

folloq-up tests are included in Appendix B., The minimal level of statistioal

significance accepted in this study was p

The subjects of this investigation perceived atomistio comments 1040)

be eignificantly more helpful than holistic comments (2 9.03). Thief held true

for all types of critioism, No interactions produced significant variance in

student ratings for atomistio or holistic comments.

Subjects generally perceived impersonal criticism (R a 10.23) to be

significantly more helpful than personal criticism (R k. 9.50). Two significant

interactions, however, affected student ratings of personal and impersonal

criticisms (1) on positive comments, subjects did not indicate a preference

for either a personal or impersonal approach (see Table 1)1 and (2) on

atonietic comments concerning content, students rated personal criticism

significantly more helpful than impersonal criticism (see Table 4).

The results of this investigation indioated that students generally rated

positive oritioism (2 - 10,20) signiiioantly higher than negative oritioism

(R - 9.53). This general finding, however, did not hold true for all types of

comments. When criticism was impersonal, students did not indidate a preference

for either positive or negative comments (see Table 1)1 furthermore, when

impersonal criticism was directed toward delivery, negative comments were

perceived to be significantly more helpful than positive comments (see Table 5).
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When all impersonal, atomisti0 OritiOOM "0 440 into CO0040rOion, negative

comments rare perceived to be tignifitaal$ mere helpf4 than positive ghee

(see Table 6)..

The subjects of this investigation did not indicate any general preferences

for the criticism of content (R . 9.82) or delivery (R 9y91) Mth response

to content and delivery criticism was analyzed in relationship to the other

dichotomies, however,,stUdent perceptions of content and delivery comments were

significantly different.. For all impersonal comments; those concerning delivery

Were rated significantly higher than those dealing with content (see Table 2)o.

while holistic comments were genera* rated low, they were rated SignitiOintly

higher if they concerned delivery rather. than content (see Table 3)4 On the

other hand, when all personal oritidiem was analyzed, comments concerning

content were rated significantly higher thaa comments on delivery (see Table 2)4.

This preference for oritioism concerning content was also true for all

atomistic cemMonts (bee Table 3), Two three-Way interactions affect the inter,.

pretation of the above results; (1) for all personal, holistic criticism,

comments about delivery were preferred over comments about content; and

(2) for all impersonal, atomistic comments, Oritioism of delivery was preferred

over criticism of content (see Table 4)o

The analysis of results in this investigation did not reveal any

significant two-way interaction between the content- delivery and positives

negative dichotomiet \Then these two dichotomies were analyzed in relationship

to the atomistic,holistiodichotomy, however, two three way interactions did

emerge; (1) for all negative, atomistic comments, criticism of content was

preferred over oriticism of delivery; and (2) for all negative, holistic

criticism, comments concerning delivery were preferred over comments About

content (see Table 7)4
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The results observed in this study SUggestel two general conolUdionS.

Negative, impersonal, ateMietio oritioism was mated iiknifioantly m00 helpful

than ether types oforitioism, Negativecpersonal; holistic Oritioism was

rated significantly lees helpful than other types of oritioismi

This investigation indicated that student levels of exhibitionism do not

affect student perceptions of helpfulness, Student levels of anxiety; however,

were related to significant differences in perceived helpfulness ratings.

Highly anxious students rated criticism significantly more helpful than did

students characterized by lower levels of anxiety (see Table 8). This finding

was true for all types of oritioism with one exception: when female students

of male instructors were analyzed, the perceived helpfulness ratings of the low

anxiety group were significantly higher than the ratings by the highly ous

(see Table 10).

The results of this study indicated that sex differences are also related

to significant variation in perceived helpfulness ratings. Students of female

instructors rated criticism significantly more helpful than students of male

instructors. Also, female students generally rated criticism significantly

more helpful than did male students, Female students of female instructors

gave the highest ratings, while male students of male instructors gave the

lowest (see Table 9), Although these findings were true for different types

of oritioism, there was one exoeption: female students characterized by low

levels of anxiety rated oritioism from male instructors significantly more

helpful than oritioism from female instraotore (see Table 10).

DIU.S41128

The results of this study indicate that students do not have a general

preference for criticism of delivery or content. They apparently feel that



both typos of oriticism are equally important. Other critical nsions of

criticism, howevii, affected their response to comments ab0Ut content and

delivery. When an impersonal approach was used the criticism of delivery was

rated significantly' more helpful than criticism of content. While personal

comments were generally rated lqWer than4mperOnal ones. personal oritioium

of content was perceived.as being eignificanti* more helpfUl than personal

comments concerning delivery, Perhap6 these difference$ may be attributed to

the fact that the delivery of, a speech' is a very persenal matter. A personto

method of delivery is a reflection of his total being andi.While the content

of the speech may also reflect personality, students may feel that it is

easier,tO change and improve content withoUt changing one's total being.

Therefore, they may be more sensitive to the criticism of delivery. They may

be receptive to a teacherts affeotive response Or personal approach when the

criticism concerns content, but when the more personal aspects of delivery are

focused upon, students may strongly prefer an impersonal approach in.mbloh

comments are related to cognitive principles rather than personal reactions.

Similar comparisons can be made when content and delivery criticism is

analyzed in terms of the atomistic-holistio and positive-negative. dichotomies.

Since delivery may be considered persona and less appropriate for criticism,

holistic comments, and especially negative, holistic comments (which were not

perceived to be very helpful), were more acceptable when dealing with delivery

than when criticizing content. Similarly, atomistic comments, and especially

negative, atomistio comments (which were generally rated very helpful), were

rated more helpful as criticism of content than as oriticism of delivery. If

content may be more easily improved than delivery,. negative, atomistic criticism

concerning content may be much more important to students than negative,

atomistic criticism of delivery.
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The results of the analysis of threo.way interactions affecting student

response to content and delivery oritioism provide further support for the

above interpretations. The preference for delivery 'criticism in holistio

comidents was stronger than the preference for content oritioism when using a

personal aivroachi Among all peieonal, holistic Oceilente rated

quite low), delivery criticism, was better received than content oritidism.

This is in keeping with the interpretation that oon**ents which are generally

considered not very helpful are more acceptable in the realm of delivery than

they are in the realm of content. One of the most surprising results was-thitf

the preference for delivery criticism when using an impersonal approach was

stronger than the preference for content criticism in atomistio comments,

Among all impersonal, atomistic comments (generally rated qUite helpful),

delivery criticism was better received than content criticism. While O40 is

somewhat contradictory to the above interpretation, it is in keepdng with the

interpretation that students are generally sensitive tCdelivery criticism

When delivery was involved, students held a strong preference :Or an *personal

approach in which comments were related to cognitive principles rather t414--

personal reactions.

While the results of this investigation of student preferences seem to

provide support for writers who recommend equal emphasis on content and

delivery (McGraw, 1924; Balser and Seabury, Dedmon, 1967), also

indicate the influence of other critical dimensions on student reception of

content or delivery criticism. These results, however, should be colleidered

tentative; this is the first investigation. of this type, and the results should

not be considered conclusive.
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The results of phis study which inaiioate that students generally rate

positive oritioish, 4)40:Monti* more helprui than negative oritioisM might be

interpreted as a natural huM40 to. receive praise, Thie preference

positive poements however, did not hold true for all types of criticism.

Positive continents were rated higher than negativeroomMentSonly when the

criticism was personal or holistic. Per$Onal criticism and holistio:otitioism

were generally perceived to be significantly less helpful than their respective

counterparts Thusi students generally indicated a preference to receive

positive reinforcement only when the critical approach was one they did not

perceive as being highly helpful. When an impersonal or atomistio approach'

was evident, the ratings of positive and negatiVe oritioiem were not eignifi-

cantly different. There were also specific combinations in which negative

criticism was perceived to be significantly more helpful than positive

criticism. Students:apparently prefer to receive both positive and negative.:

comments. This study supports Albright's (1967) finding that negative

criticism does not always elicit a negative personal reaction. This inveeti-

gatios has also revealed further information in determining what specific type

of negative comment elicits the more positive response: negative, impersonal,

atomistic criticism is rated significantly more helpful than other types of

criticism; negative, personal, holistic comments are rated significantly less

helpful than other types.

Student preferences indicate that instructors should include both positive

and negative comments in their criticism. While the instructor may use any

approach in making a positive comment, he should structure negative criticism

carefully if he is concerned about the student's feeling toward the criticism.

This study indicates that negative comments should not be personal or holistic

in nature.
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With two, exeeptions, the sUbjects involved in this study ganaranY

prefe an impertional approaoh in criticism. When all poeitive criticism

was considered, the ratings of personal and impersonal comments were not

significantly different; and, for all content, atomietio criticism, personal

comments were rated more helpful than impersonal ones. Evidently* if the

criticism was positive, or if it concerned speoific content, students were

receptive to.personalized teacher reactions. In other types of criticism, they

preferred the impersbnal approach.

The above results should not be interpreted as a conclusive argument to

settle the basic controversy between instructors who favor the learninebased

model of behavior change and those who favor the self model. While these

results may offer some support for behaviorally oriented teachers who maintain

that criticism should be as objective as possible, the results may simply

reflect the fact that these students were accustomed to an impersonal approach.

Sprague's (1971) descriptive analysis of the critique behavior of 21 college

speech instructors indicated that only 6 percent of their comments were personal

in nature. If this critical behavior is representative of all olassroama, the

subjects of this investigation may have responded to personal criticism as they

did simply because they.were not accustomed to that approach. Only one thing

is certain: the subjects of this investigation generally preferred the

imperoonal approach in which criticism was related to cognitive principles.

This may be attributed to one or both of two possible causes: (1) the subjects

of this investigation were simply more accustomed to the impersonal approach,

or (2) students generally desire to have teacher evaluation and criticism

remain on a business-like, impersonal level, free of personal feelings and

attitudes.
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The reeults of this investigation indicate that, students perceive atomistio

comments to be significantly more helpful than hOlietio pritioism. Since this

finding was true for all types of eritioiemt-this study provides strong support

for theorists who stress the importance of evaluating epeoifio aspects of a

speech performance (Kelly 1963; redmon 1967). Some instructors feel that the

grade provides a holistic evaluation of the performance for the student.

Others reel that a comment about the performance viewed as a whole should

always be inoluded in the critique. The results of-this study proyide some-

insight for the instructor who may inolOdo one or two holietAo comments in an

evaluation. Positive, imPersona4 holietio 'comments were generally rated

higher by students than were negative, personal, holistic comments. If the

holistic, comment involves persOnal or negative criticism, then it is probably

best to refrain from making the Coomient and to simply let the grade serve as

VI() overall evaluative et;teMent.

The results of this study indicate significant variance in student

perceptions of helpfulness which cars be attributed to.etudent ety levels

and student and instructor sex diffetencee, ttather than an indication of the

instructors who are the most effective or the -students who benefit the moat

from criticism, these results are probably more of an indication of student

receptivity to criticism,

The female students involved in this study generally rated criticism

significantly more helpful than did the male students. This finding supports

Albrightts (1967) conclusion that female students generally have better

attituded'towurd critioiem than do males. Sprague (1971) found that female

students generally receive more positive criticism than male students. That

study indicated a relationship between being female, being liked by onets
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instructor and receiving a high speech grade. It is not Surprising, therefore,

that female students are more receptive to criticism than are male studentd.

The results of this study indicate that this finding holds true for all types

of criticism.

In this study, students of female instructors generally rated criticism

si scantly more helpful than students of male instruotors. This difference

may be due to the stereotypical assertion about sex roles that women are more

supportive than men. Female speech teachers generally write more positive

comments than male teachers (Sprague, 1971), Students may be more receptive

and open to criticism from female instructors simply because they klre

accustomed to receiving more positive support from them.

The results of this study indicate one axception to the finding of

instructor sex effects just discussed: female students with low anxiety levels

rated criticism significantly higher it they had a male instructor. This

finding held true for all type ,)f criticism, evidently, female students who

are highly confident do not need more positive support which a female instructor

might give them. When this result is interpreted in light of Spraguels (1971)

findings, it indicates that low anxious females prefer to receive more

negative, impersonal oritioism which they are likely to obtain from a task-

oriented male instructor. It is interesting to note that this preference for a

wale instruotor does not hold true for low anxious male students. Sinoe male

students generally receive more negative oritioW than females (Sprague, 1971),,

they apparently prefer more positive reinforcement which a female instructor is

likely to give, even if their confidence level is high.

When the perceived helpfulness ratings obtained in this study were

analysed according to student anxiety levels, it was found that the highly
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ous student, rated oritiOiSA significantly more helpful than did Studenti,

of um or low anxiety. This finding was generally true fet all types of

criticism. It can probably be interpreted as an expressed need for reinforce.

vent. Students with little oonfidende probably have a sticng desire for

feedback from others to determine their position in interaotioni The more

confident student, however, probably feels capable of doing a satisfactory

Job and therefore does not feel as great a need for feedback. He is probably

more confident of accurate self- assessment in determining his own status.- This

result carries strong implication's for theorists and instructors who encourage

self criticism. Highly anxious students may be less capable of making an

adequate self4v414at4on than:Students who are characterised by lower levels

of anxiety. The highly anxious perceive instructor criticism to be significantly

more helpful than other students do.

The results of this study indicate one exception to the difference

attributed to anxiety levels. When all female students of male instructora,

were taken into consideration, the low anxious students rated criticism

significantly more helpful than did students of medium or high levels of

anxiety. Since the ratings of the medium and high anxiety females of male

instructors were not significantly different from the ratings of other medium

and high anxiety students, these differences can be attributed to the strong

preference of low anxious female students for a male instructor. This

influence does not require an explanation beyond the interpretation already

presented. It must be noted, however, that this strong preference elicits

ratings high enough to overshadow the main effect of student anxiety.

For all teachers who realize the importance of student attitudes and

preferences, this study provides implications for the refinement of instructor



1.9

critique beheViOr.: Uhile the: results of thit study do not necessarily indiCate

whet types of criticism actually result in a stUdentss *praying his

communicative ability, hOY do
,

reveal 60MeiMportentetudentpreferenceS whioh

may affeot student attitudes in the learning environment. A student's

receptivity to oritioism anc4 perhape. 111.4 utilisation of thit criticism may

be greetlyaffeoted by the 4000 to which theeritioiam meets his needs and

preferences. Many of the resUlts of this study, however, must be considered

tentative for two reasons: (1) the data of this research consisted of-student

response in a hypothetical situation; and (2) since this is the first

exploratory study of this type, some of the results cannot be related to

previous research; the study must be replicated and the results verified in

future studies. Until further investigations are accomplished, it will be

impossible for teachers to know exactly what to say or write or do that will

result in the improvement of a student's communicative ability.
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED TO CLASSIFY prownsg

Code as content:
...

Comments

Comments

Comments

Comments

Comments
Comments
Comments

Holistic

dealing with ideas, reasoning, selection of topio,
limiting of toPio,
dealing with fOrms of support, reasoning, develob-
ment of ideas.
dealing with organizational pattern, introduction,
oonolusion. transitions. '-

dealing with attention factors or audienoe
adaptation.
on creativity, humor, cleverness.
on language style, general-level of the speech.
on whether sPeeoh met purpose or objeotives of
aseignment.
comments whioh do not specifically mention delivery.

Examples

opdlOixoni.the content of this spoeoh.
Tod many generalities. This speeehlapked cenoretev

interesting'details.
This speech was both original and insightful.
:I certainly Wouldn't call this a persuasive speech. I'm

sure you oould have one better.
" 'Good specific material was used to support, the main ideas..

Your conclusion was probably the best one preumted in
class today. We won't forget those main points
because they.wero emphasized clearly.,

Overall, the content-could have been-better. .

There was no evidenoe presented to bac% up the assertions.

Code as.deliveryi

Comments

dommSrite'
Comments
Comments

. .

Comments

Comments
Comments

Comments
Comments

dealing with voice qUality, rate, infleotion,
volume.
dealing with pauses or timing.
dealing With posture, stance, movement, gestures.
dealing with use, of visual aids, manusoriPt,
-podium, note Wide, etc.
dealing with poise, fluency, .eye,coAtaotv-
nervouSnessvappearance, interaction Wit4 audience,
dealing with,time'limit.
dealing with mode of presentation implying that
assignment specified a partidUlar-M604
on- pronunciation, articulatiOnlOOtton, or grimm4r#
on physical-arrangement,' positioning,;eto.
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Eatua. 111

Your delivery today was muoh smoother than the last time.
Why did you start leaning on the podium? You never used

to do this.
.Very good deliveryl
You had a lot fewer vocalized pauses this time.
'We aIl have various problems with delivery. You need

to work speoifioally on having more variety in your
gestures.

Overall, weak delivery distraoted ,from the ideas prosente4
in the speeoh.

Generally', your style of presentation was too formal for
this setting and topio.

This speeoh was Suooessful because pf effective delivery,

040 as koaitims '.

00mments whioh praise, oommend, or oompliment the speaker
or the speeoh.

MomMents whioh use,o.k,, aooeptable, fair or othcrOise:.
". indicate that a standard was met, even minimally.
Comments indio6ting that a requirement of the asSipment

was present,
domments indicatin8 that an undesirab.le'element,(ierhaps

previously present) was Absent+
OOmments whioh' note improvement.,reven if they .ref0 to d

reduotion in froquenoy of an "error.

Examples

'erSorlally,--X feel your relaxed- oonversational tone Was.
'perfeot f0 the thrust of this speeoh...

This was your best, speeoh so far,
kim glad- to pee your improvement in,deliVeryl It-pays

to praot1cal
the pause-right after the New York'examplevorXed very"

effeetively to emphasize the point.
Your oonolusion, was probably-the best one .presented in

olass=todaY. We-wonit.forget thpse-,main points
because they were e-emphAsized olearly.

Your delivery today ,was milohsmoother than the last-time.-
-Yeu had a let fewer vocalized paUses-,this time.;
This speeoh was suooesekUl:becauso of effeotive-delivery.

0046 as-Oka.tiVO
J

Oomment6-TWhichceritioize- or 'Mantion a-weakness in-lhe-Opeeeh
Or tw).presehtatiOns,

-00mma4t0=-WhiWmake-4-qtggpStiOn :for 'an improvement
'0 6.6101f-it Walt r 6iii ovitt = ie ftibliignMent

was
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Era. mla

Overall, the 'Content could have been better.
Oompared to your olassmates, your delivery still needs

muoh improvement.
Why did you start leaning on the podium? You-never used

to do
Beoausa of yourteohnioal-baokground, you used terminology

Whien 'we don't understand. Try to explain things
in laymen's terms.

GenerallY,-you have made no improvement in delivery ,sinoe
the last _

I don't feel this speech was up to your potential.
Overall, wealcdelivery.distracted from the ideas presented-

in the speeoh.
Oeherally,-youi, style of presentation was too formal for

this setting and topic),

Oode-as Personal:

COmmote
Comments
Comments
Comments
..

Comments

COmments

dealing with student improvement.
wtioh show the teacher's own affective response.
whiCh inolude the student's name.
that make a referenceto instruotor's personal
life or attitudes.
that make a reference to student's personal lire
or attitudes.
that refer to other speeohes or speakers in the
class.

Examples,

-± was really pleased thatyeu-showed more:over-04 'effort,
Aq.thia speeoh, ,- -

Your reasoning was muoh moro_ound today ..;-; a great
improvement_ /:ovei4, YOUr last.speboh.

Xfind it A4MCUlt tor-OmemberryOUr,4ain points., You
should 'have emphasized them Mdre.;

I'm glad to Aee,yOur'imp'rovement in delivery! It pays, to
ptaotice.

Personally,-I feel'your relaxed conversational tone was
. -perfect-tor the thrust of thiS speech.

*s0A1180 of your technioal baokground', you used,terminology
whioh we don't- understand. Try to explain'things-
in layments teppo. . , _ .

CotP ared-W our -C la s e tite
if-.

oUr-deliVerystill-needs-
Mu

,
ipprevementi.

i derltIeet,-, this bpeeoh-Waeup to your-S6ten,tiali
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Code as Ammetral:

Comments dealing with a principle of good speaking.
Comments which are more cognitive than affective.

Exa*les

You appear to be quite poised. This contributes to smooth
delivery.

The main ideas were clearly and effectively phrased.
The pause right after the Nov York example worked very

effectively to emphasize the point.
Good speolfio material was used to support the'main ideas,
Slow down and artioulate olearly. Some of youv WOrds' and

phrases are muffled and hard to understand.
Generally, the oontent of your speech was inadequately:

developed.
There was no evidenoe presented to baok up the assertiOns.
The improper use of notes was a distraction which hindered

your effectiveness.

Code as holistio:

Comments dealing with the total speech performanoe..
_Comments dealing with whether or not speech met-assignment*
OommentA which make a general statement about overall

oontent,or delivery,.

EalE049,

Good job on the oontent of this speech.
I was really pleased that you showed more over-all effort

on this speech.
Very good delivery! ,

This speech was both original and insightful.
Generally, you have made no improvement in delivery since

the last time. , -

I certainly wouldn't call this aersuasive speeoh.
sure you could have done bettor.

Generally, the oontent of your speech was inadequately
developed.

This was your best speech so far.

Oode.as atomistio:

Comments dealing with some isolable element of the speeoh,
its oontent, or its delivery.
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Extepal
Your reasoning was muoh more sound today -- a great

improvement over your last speeoh.
The main ideas were olearly and effeotivoly phrased.
We all have various problems with delivery. You need to

work speoifically on having more variety in your
gestures.

Too many generalities. This speeoh laoked oonoretes
interesting details.

Slow doWn and artioulate olearly. Some of your words
and phrases are muffled and hard to understand.

I'find it diffioult to remember your main points. You
should have emphasized them more.

You appear to be quite poised. This oontributes to
smooth delivery.

The improper use of notes was a distraotion whioh
hindered your effeotiveness.
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Table 1
NewmanKeuls sequential Range Test

PositiveNegative, ImpersonalPersonal Dimensions

of Criticism*
Differences Between Means

4 3 2

1. Positive, )Impersonal
(R=10.290

2. Negative, Imperuonal
OW0.168

3. Positive, Personal
(R=10.111

4. Negative, Personal
(R=8.895)

1.205**

1.273**

'1.216**

.179

.058

.122

A=m1ms.
*Bach mean is based on 8 ratings made by 309 subjects

''41Significant at p<.O1

Table 2
Newman Keuls Sequential Rangc4 Test

ContentDelivery, ImpersonalPersonal Dimensions

Type of Criticism*

Differences Between Means

4 3 2

1. Delivery, Impersonal 1.205** .816** .568**
(R=10.513)

2. Content, Impersonal .637** .248**
(g=9.945)

3. Content, Personal .3890*
(g=9.697)

4, Delivery, Perdonal
(Ra9.308)

*Each mean is based'on. 8 ratings madq by 309 subjects

**Significant at -p<.01



28

Table 3
Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test

Content-Delivery, Atomistic-Holistic DiMehOiOdO

TYPO of Criticism*

Content, Atomistic
(2=10.843)

2. Delivery, Atomistic
(200.557)

3. Delivery, Holistic
0669.265)

Content, Holistic
(tt...8.799)

Differencos Between Means

4

2.044 ** 578** .287**

.757**

.466**

1.2924.1*

*Each mean is based on 8 ratings made by 309 subjects
0101Signifioant at p<.01
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Table 8
Newman-Xeuls Sequential Range Test
Student Levels of Speech Anxiety

Source+

.11011.11=.1Me
Differences Between Means

.179*High Speech Anxiety
(R=1.0.015)

Medium Speech Anxiety .047
(R=9.836).

Low Speech Anxiety
(2=9.789)

.226**

+Each mean is based on 32 ratings made by 103 subjects
(32 ratings included response to all types of criticism)

*Significant at:p<.05
.

**Signifidant at p<.01

-

Table 9
Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test

Student and Instructor Sex Differences

Source+.

1. Female Students
Female Instructors

2. Female Students
Male Instructors.

3. Male Students
Female Instructors

4. Male Students
Male Instructors

Differences Between Means

'2

(R=10.208)

(R=10.013)

(R=9.915)-

(51u9.682)

.527**

.331**

.233*

.294**.-

.098

.195*-

+Vach mean is based on 32 ratings made by 63 subjects
(32 ratAngs included response .to.all types of criticism)

*Significant at p<.05-

**Signif4cant at p<.01 1,
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